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REMARKS 

I. Introduction . 

Claims 1-8 and 12-18 are pending and stand rejected. Claims 9-1 1, 19 and 20 have been 
cancelled. 



H. The 35 U.S.C. Section 102fh> Rejections. 

A. The Rejection of Claims 14 and 19 as being anticipa ted bv Root et aj 

Claims 14 and 19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C Section 102(b) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent 5,870,790 issued to Root et al. (hereinafter "Root")- With regards to Claim 19, 
Applicants note that this claim has been cancelled with this response. Therefore, this rejection, 
with respect to Claim 19, is moot Applicants respectfully traverse mis rejection as it relates to 
claim 14 since all elements of the claimed invention are not disclosed by Root. Specifically, 
Root does not disclose "a scrubbing surface comprising a nonwoven material," as required by 
Applicants. 

The Advisory Action stated that the Applicants did not use the plain meaning of the term 
"Nonwoven" in the prior response. Applicants respectfully disagree. As stated in MPEP 
21 1 1 .01 , "Plain meaning refers to the ordinary and customary meaning given to the term by those 
of ordinary skill in the art." (see MPEP 21 1 1.01, Heading IT). Applicants submit the definition of 
"Nonwoven" from the International Organization for Standardization (ISO 9092: 1988): 

A manufactured sheet, web or batt of directionally or randomly orientated 
fibres, bonded by friction and/or cohesion and/or adhesion, excluding 
paper and products which are woven, knitted, tufted, stitchbonded 
incorporating binding yams or filaments, or felted by wet-milling, whether 
or not additionally needled. 

A copy of this definition from the ISO is attached. Applicants respectfully submit that a definition 
from a standards organization reflects the understanding of the term "nonwoven" by those of 
ordinary skill in the art. 
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Applicants respectfully contend the brush bristles disclosed by Root are not considered u a 
nonwoven material" by those of ordinary skill in the art In addition, Root does not disclose any 
other material that would be considered a nonwoven. As a result, Applicants contend that Claim 14 
is novel and that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) should be withdrawn. 

B. The, Rejection pf Claims O-l \ as, being anticipated by Brpm 

Claims 9-1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C Section 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 3,629,893 issued to Brown (hereinafter "Brown"). Applicants note that claims 9-11 . 
have been cancelled with this response. Therefore, this rejection is moot 

C. The Rejection of Claims 9-11 as beinp anticipated bv Stima et al . 

Claims 9-1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 4,793 5 019.issued to Stima et al. (hereinafter "Stima"). Applicants note that claims 9- 
.1 1 have been cancelled with this response. Therefore, this rejection is moot 1 

D. The Rejection, of Claims 1 4, 1 9 and 20 as bein g anticipated by deBlois et al .. 

Claims 14, 19 and 20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,978,999 issued to deBlois et al. (hereinafter "deBlois"). With 
regards to Claims 19 and 20, Applicants note that these claims have been cancelled with this : 
response. Therefore, this rejection, with respect to Claims 19 and 20, is moot Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection as it relates to claim 14 since all elements of the claimed 
invention are not disclosed by deBlois. Specifically, deBlois does not disclose "a scrubbing 
surface comprising a nonwoven material," as required by Applicants. 

As discussed above, the bristles of a brush are not a "nonwoven" material as the term is 1 
understood by one skilled in the art. The pad disclosed in deBlois is also not a nonwoven material. 
As a result. Applicants contend that Claim 14 is novel and that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
should be withdrawn, 

in. The 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) Rejections . 





A. The Rejection of Claims 1. 5-8. 12 and 13 over deBlois in view of Stima 
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Claims 1, 5-8, 12 and 13 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over deBlois, et al. in view of Stoma Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
The combination of deBlois and Stima does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
because the combination of references would not have given a reasonable expectation of success. 
Therefore, Applicants contend that the claimed invention is unobvious and that the rejection 
should be withdrawn. 

The combination of deBlois and Stima would not have given a reasonable expectation of 
success and therefore, does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness (see MPEP 2143.02). 
deBlois discloses a powered scrubbing device with a circular, rotating head. Stima discloses a 
rectangular device designed to clip onto a traditional manual sponge mop. Applicants submit 
that rectangular shaped device of Stima could not be clipped to deBlois' device and allow it to 
function effectively. Furthermore, it would not be a simple or obvious matter to redesign the 
device of Stima to function on a circular rotating head. Soma's device is intended to clip over a 
sponge- It would not clip over deBlois' brush bristles. Even if it could be clipped to deBlois' 
pad, it is not obvious how such a device could be cupped to the head tight enough to provide any 
scrubbing power while still being removable. Therefore, Applicants contend mat there is no 
reasonable expectation that combining the Stima device and the deBlois device would produce a 
successful scrubbing device. Since a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established, 
Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

B. The Rejecting of Plaiins 1 -3 and 5-8 over Root in view of Stmininsl H and Srima. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Root in view U.S. Patent 3,128,489 issued to Strominski (hereinafter 
"Strom in.ski'Q and Stima. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. The combination of 
Root, Strominski and Stima does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness because the 
combination of references would not have given a reasonable expectation of success. Therefore, 
Applicants contend that the claimed invention is unobvious and that the rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

The combination of Root, Strominski and Stima would not have given a reasonable 
expectation of success and therefore, does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness (see 
MPEP 2143.02). Both Root and Strominski disclose powered scrubbing devices with a circular, 
rotating head. The head of the Root device is some variety of brash. The Strominski device uses 
a steel wool pad. Stima discloses a rectangular device designed to clip onto a traditional manual 
sponge mop. It is unlikely that the rectangular device of Stima could be successfully clipped to 
either of these devices. Further, Applicants submit that such an arrangement would not allow 
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either the Root or the Strominski device to function effectively. As discussed above, it would 
not be a simple or obvious matter to redesign the device of Stima to function on a circular 
rotating head. Even if it could be clipped to Strominski's pad, it is not obvious how such a 
device could be dipped to the head tight enough to provide any scrubbing power while still being 
removable. Therefore, Applicants contend that there is no reasonable expectation that combining 
the Stima device, the Root device and the Strominski device would produce a successful 
scrubbing device. Since a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established, Applicants 
respectfully contend that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

C. The Rejection of Claims 1 and 4-8. 

Claims 1 and 4-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 5,649,334 issued to Henriquez et al. (hereinafter "Henri quez") in 
view of Brown. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. The combination of Henriquez 
and Brown does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness because it does not teach or 
suggest all of Applicants' claim limitations. Therefore, Applicants contend that the claimed 
invention is unobvious and that the rejection should be withdrawn. 

The combination of Henriquez and Brown does not teach or suggest all of Applicants' 
claim limitations and therefore, does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness (see MPEP 
2143.03). Specifically, neither reference teaches or suggests the "scrubbing surface comprising a 
nonwoven material" claimed by Applicants. The scrubber head of Henriquez is either a brush or 
a sponge. Neither of these materials are nonwovens. Brown discloses a sponge. Again, this is 
not a "nonwoven," as the term is understood by one of ordinary skill in the art Therefore, the 
combination of Henriquez and Brown does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
Applicants' claims 1 and 4-8. Since a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established, 
Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection should be withdrawn. 



Claim 14 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 4,299,004 issued to Lancaster et aL (hereinafter "Lancaster") in view of deBlois. 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. The references do not establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness for two reasons. First, one skilled in the art would not be motivated to combine 
Lancaster with deBlois. Second, even if the references were combined, they still do not teach or 
suggest all of Applicants' claim limitations. Therefore, Applicants contend that the claimed 
invention is unobvious and that die rejection should be withdrawn. 



D. The Rejection oft 




in view of deBlois. 
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One skilled in the art would not be motivated to combine the battery powered device of 
deBlois with the device of Lancaster and therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness is not 
established (see MPEP 2143.01). Lancaster clearly states that it is an object of the invention to 
provide a tool that is "adapted to be continuously connected with the source of house current" 
(see Col. 2, lines 20-24). Lancaster further describes the undesirability of battery powered 
devices: 

As can be fully appreciated by those who have had an opportunity to work with 
rechargeable battery operated devices, the inconvenience attributable to the 
requirement that such devices must be recharged after usage often impairs their 
utility, particularly where the work is heavy duty in nature and the device must 
be used on a more or less continuous basis. (Col. 1 , lines 49-55) 

deBlois, on the other hand, is obviously a battery powered device. Lancaster clearly 
teaches away from such devices. Therefore, one skilled in the art would not be motivated to 
combine these references. 

Even if the references were combined, they still would not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of the claimed invention and therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness is not 
established (see MPEP 2143.03). As discussed above, deBlois does not teach or suggest the 
nonwoven material claimed by Applicants, However, Lancaster does not supply this missing 
element. Lancaster- teaches a variety of materials for the pohshing pads, including felt However, 
the definition of "nonwoven" excludes fibers felted by wet-milling. Therefore, Lancaster also 
does not disclose nonwovens. Since a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established, 
Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 5-8 and 15-18 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lancaster in view of deBlois and Stima. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. The references do not establish a prima facie case of obviousness for two reasons- 
First, one skilled in the art would not be motivated to combine Lancaster with deBlois for the 
reasons explained above. Secondly, the combination of references would not have given a 
reasonable expectation of success. Therefore, Applicants contend that the claimed invention is 
unobvious and that the rejection should be withdrawn. 

As explained above, the device of Stima could not be clipped to a circular rotating head 
with a reasonable expectation of success. Both deBlois and Lancaster disclose such rotating 
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devices. The rectangular shaped device of Stints could not be clipped to either deBlois' device or 
Lancaster's device and allow it to function effectively. Since a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established, Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection should be withdrawn. 



In view of the foregoing, reconsideration of the rejections and allowance of all claims are 
respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
LUCK) PIERONL ET AL. 

Bv ^[V^ 

Brent M. Peebles 

Attorney for Applicants) 

Registration No. 38,576 
\ (513)627-6773 
October 23, 2004 
Customer No. 27752 
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